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III.— LINGUISTIC NOTES ON THE SHAHBAZGARHI 

AND MANSEHRA REDACTIONS OF 

ASOKA'S FOURTEEN-EDICTS. 

SECOND PART. 

3. The History of Indic rdh. 

Since Indic rth remains in the dialect of the Mansehra redaction, 
written of course thr, we naturally should expect rdh likewise to 
remain. And that is what actually occurs twice, being written 
dhr: vadhrite (Sanskrit vardhita-), iv. 15; vadhrayi'sati (San- 
skrit vardhayi^yati), ibidem. But more often ' Magadhan ' ddh 
(written of course dh ; ddh shown by Pali vaddhito which corre- 
sponds to Sanskrit vardhitas; etc.) takes the place of the native 
sounds: vadhite, iv. 12, i v. 14, pavadhayisamti (note too 'Mag- 
adhan' initial p- for native pr-), iv. 16, vadhayati, xii. 4. That 
these are ' Magadhisms ' is demonstrated by the fact that Indic 
rdh becomes ddh, written dh, in the dialects of the Dhauli and 
Jaugada redactions of the Fourteen-Edicts, the Delhi-Sivalik, 
Delhi-Mirat, Allahabad, Radhia, and Mathia recensions of the 
Pillar-Edicts. And there are no other correspondents in these 
dialects. Examples are: Dhauli vadhite, iv. 12, iv. 16, vadhay- 
is(a)ti, iv. 16, pavadhayisamti, iy. 17; Jaugada vadhite, iv. 14, 
iv. 18, pava(dhayisamti), iv. 19; Delhi-Sivalik (i. 6), Allahabad 
(i. 3), Radhia (i. 4), vadhita (Sanskrit vardhita) ; Mathia vadhita 
(i. 4, Sanskrit vardhita) ; Delhi-Sivalik (iv. 20), Delhi-Mirat 
iv. 15), Allahabad (iv. 19), Radhia (iv. 23), Mathia (iv. 27) 
vadhati (Sanskrit vardhatt), etc. (I remark that in the Ramporva 
redaction of the Pillar-Edicts we have lacunas where we would 
otherwise find correspondents, but we may infer with absolute 
certainty that this dialect agreed with those of the other recen- 
sions of the Pillar-Edicts; for the history of Indic rth is the same 
in all six redactions of the Pillar- Edicts.) It is, of course, rather 
curious that in the case of rdh we find this nearly ousted by 
' Magadhisms ' in the Mansehra redaction, but that we never find 
' Magadhisms ' taking the place of native rth (written thr) in this 
recension ; yet it should be observed that in the Girnar text a 
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similar, but more exaggerated, state of affairs exists ; native ddh 
(written dh) for Indie rdh occurs but once, namely in vadhay- 
isamti, iv. 9 ; otherwise ' Magadhan' 44^ (written dh) usurps its 
place ; note vadhito, iv. 1, vadhite (observe also ' Magadhan ' -e), 
iv. 5, iv. 7, vadhayisati, iv. 7, vadhayati, xii. 4 (Skt. vardhayati). 
Yet it cannot be doubted but that the single dental ddh represents 
the true native sounds ; the history of Indie rth in the dialect of 
this recension make this certain, and the history of Indie rt (which 
we will take up later) confirms it. Incidentally it may be men- 
tioned that in Kalsi version, corresponding to Indie rdh, we find 
ddh (written dK) and ddh (written dh) : this is to be interpreted 
that dental ddh is the native product, and ddh a ' Magadhism ' : 
compare my remarks in the second study. 

In the Shahbazgarhi recension, we nowhere find the native 
equivalents of Indie rdh, ' Magadhisms ' taking the place of these 
forms, except in one word discussed below. Thus: vadhito, iv. 7, 
vadhite, iv. 8 (note too ' Magadhan ' -e), va4hitarh, iv. 9, vadhi'sati, 
iv. 9, [va4he]samti, iv. 9. If it is objected that as we never find 
rdh (which would be written dhr) in the Shahbazgarhi redaction, 
44^ (written dk~) must be the true dialectic sounds corresponding to 
Indie rdh, I reply : it is agreed that the language of the Mansehra 
and Shahbazgarhi texts is essentially the same, and so if 44^ m 
the Mansehra recension is a ' Magadhism ', the presumption is 
strongly in favor of considering it a ' Magadhism ' also in the 
Shahbazgarhi redaction ; and if it is allowed that certain ' Magad- 
hisms' in the Mansehra text have completely ousted the true 
native forms, the proof consisting in the evidence of the Shah- 
bazgarhi version, why should we not admit the same for the 
Shahbazgarhi text when the evidence of the Mansehra redaction 
distinctly points to this conclusion? See the Introduction. 

We will now consider the very difficult \diyadh~\amatre at Shb. 
xiii. 1 (Skt. dvyardha-). The dental dh (i. e. ddh) is to be 
observed. It cannot be a ' Magadhism ', for we would then have 
a4ha-, cf. Kalsi diya4ham\a\te. Yet the ' Magadhan ' final -e is 
noteworthy. It is possible that dh is a pure blunder for $k or a 
misreading: for it will be noticed that the dh is not clear accord- 
ing to Buehler's method of indicating this. Or it may be that 
the dh is a careless writing of dhr as s in Mansehra dhramanisiti 
for sr (Shb. dhramanisrite), influenced possibly by ' Magadhan ' 
dhammanisite (so the Kalsi redaction). The dh then would be a 
reminiscence of the native form. But another possibility must be 
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considered, namely that the dh might be due to the dialect of the 
engraver of the inscription. The chances for errors in our text 
are not small. The following must be taken into consideration : 
errors made in reducing the original edicts to writing; errors 
made in translating this ' Magadhan ' text into the local vernac- 
ular ; errors made in reducing this translation to writing ; errors 
made by the stone-mason in copying on the rock this written 
translation. All we can say is that the dh of the word in question 
at all events does not represent the vernacular sounds corre- 
sponding to Indie rdh. 

Johansson treats the history of Indie rdh in the passages cited 
in the second study, and comes to different conclusions than those 
we have. These are that rdh became rdh but that the r, not 
being full sounded, was graphically omitted (see ii. 25 especially). 
The evidence of the Mansehra version is completely passed by 
as in his conclusions concerning the history of Indie rth in the 
dialect of the Shahbazgarhi redaction. As I could not agree with 
his views on the history of Indie rth, so I cannot agree with his 
views on the history of rdh. I may add that Johansson regards 
the dh of [diyadha-~] as being a change from an original lingual. 
That is not at all likely. For this one case is the only one where 
such a change might be admitted ; dh remains elsewhere. 

4. The History of Indic rt. 

Franke (Pali und Sanskrit, p. m) already was on the right 
track in stating that in certain cases where we find t (i. e. tt) as 
the product of Indic rt in the Mansehra and Shahbazgarhi redac- 
tions this t is a ' Magadhism '.' Only he did not see that all 
cases in which t for Indic rt is found in these texts are ' Maga- 
dhisms'. Apparently he thinks that where Pali also shows a 
lingual t that this t is native to the dialects of Mans, and Shb. ; 
and similarly regarding th (i. e. tth) and dh (i. e. 44%)? Respect- 

1 To this extent credit should be given him for seeing that Johansson's view 
was untenable. Incidentally I remark that Shb., Mans., and Girnar pati is not 
for *parti as in this case we would have Pali *patti and not pati, but is a 
' Magadhism ' and corresponds to Sanskrit prati. Shahbazgarhi and Girnar 
prati is the true native word. Shb.prati is a blend of the dAramma-type, and 
patri (found in the sixth edict only) is simply a careless writing of this. See 
my ' Notes on the Pillar-Edicts of Asoka', IF. xxiii, pp. 240, 241. 

2 See also pp. 95, 97. He there says the change of r+ a dental to a cerebral 
(lingual) is a Pan-Middle-Indic characteristic (the caption of the chapter is 
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ing the last two, see my exposition above, especially p. 297. From 
the history of Indie rth and rdh, we legitimately may infer that 
Indie rt phonetically should remain in the dialects of the Man- 
sehra and Shahbazgarhi recensions of the Fourteen-Edicts. In 
reality this never occurs. But we find rt (a blend of native rt 
and ' Magadhan ' t) once in the Shahbazgarhi version and once in 
the Mansehra redaction, though graphically expressed differently 
in each case : note Mansehra krataviye from a native *kratavo 
(i. e. *kartavo; Sanskrit kartavyas; cf. Shb. katavd) and 'Mag- 
adhan ' kataviye (so the Jaugada, Dhauli, Kalsl redactions of the 
Fourteen-Edicts, the Delhi-Sivalik, Delhi-Mirat, Radhia, and 
Mathia recensions of the Pillar-Edicts ; see the Introduction), and 
Shahbazgarhi kitri from native *kUriHi (i. e. *kirtirh ; final rh is 
graphically often omitted) and 'Magadhan' kHim (i. e. kittirii; 
cf. Dhauli and Jaugada kiti; Sanskrit ktrti-). Otherwise — with 
the exception of a special case (discussed in the next paragraph) 
in which dental t is found for native tr (i. e. rt) — ' Magadhan ' t l 
has wiped out the native forms entirely. 

Very difficult to explain absolutely satisfactorily is anuvatatu 
at Shb. v. 13.* The Mansehra correspondent anuvatatu with 
lingual i would seem to indicate that the ' Magadhan ' original 
had lingual t. But the Dhauli correspondent is anuvatatu. Note 
too that the Delhi-Sivalik, Radhia, and Mathia redactions of the 
Pillar- Edicts have pavatayevu-ti (Skt. pravartayeyur iti) twice 
on the fourth edict; and the Delhi-Mirat version in the corre- 
sponding passage to the second occurrence has \pa~\vatayevu-ti. 
(In the first instance where we should otherwise have a corre- 

' Die allgemeinen Grundzuege des gesamten Pali '). Excepting nn (written 
mn, rt) for rn, earlier rn, this phenomenon is foreign to the dialects of the 
Girnar, Mansehra, and Shahbazgarhi redactions of the Fourteen-Edicts ; all 
apparent exceptions are ' Magadhisms '. Franke is apparently in doubt as to 
whether r when attached to an adjacent consonant in these dialects was 
actually pronounced or was merely graphical: see p. 115. Per contra, see 
Johansson, Der dialect der sogenannten Shahbazgarhi-redaction, ii, pp. 24-26, 
and my exposition of the history of the Indie sibilants. On the assimilation of 
rn to nn in the dialect of Shb. and Mans., see my forth-coming paper, ' The 
Etymology of Sanskrit punya- . 

1 It should be noticed that though r is assimilated to an immediately follow- 
ing / in the dialect of the Girnar recension, yet the / is never lingualized. 

* This is the only certain case in Shb. where we have / for Indie rt that is 
certain according to the text in EI. ; in Mans, there is no certain case accord- 
ing to the text in EI. 
28 
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spondent in DM., there is a lacuna.) Now as Indie r otherwise 
invariably in the dialects of these texts lingualizes an immediately 
following dental mute, we have the same phonetic difficulty. The 
simplest solution seems to be the following. Although histori- 
cally we find original r assimilated to an immediately preceding 
mute as well as to an immediately following one, it is by no means 
necessary to assume that these assimilations were synchronous. 
On the contrary, there is reason to believe that the first assimila- 
tion was subsequent to the second, for the first assimilation is 
foreign to the dialect of the Girnar redaction, but the second 
native to it. (All apparent exceptions are 'Magadhisms'.) If 
this difference in chronology is allowed, an acceptable solution 
can be readily found. In a case like Indie *pravart- the first r 
may have prevented the lingualization of the t by the second r, 
and the result then would be *pravatt-, whence pavatt-; or if an 
intermediate stage *pravatt- be preferred we can suppose this to 
have been dissimilated to *pravatt-, 1 whence pavatt-. From such 
cases the forms with dental tt may have been analogically ex- 
tended, and given rise to anuvatt- {anuvatatu cited above is 
merely graphical for anuvatt-). In this way the dialect of the 
' Magadhan ' original may have had both anuvatt- and (phonetic) 
anuvatt- (cf. Mansehra anuvatatu, i. e., anuvatt-). 

5. The History of Indic r. 

The previous problems that we have taken up differ from the 
present one in that definite solutions could be found with com- 
parative ease. The difficulty in finding a solution of the history 
of Indic r in the dialects of Shb. and Mans, is due to the fact that 

o 

readily recognizable ' Magadhisms ' have for the most part 
usurped the place of the true native forms in both the texts, and 
that the remaining material contains few forms which we can be 
positive in pronouncing to be true vernacular ones. Under these 
singularly distressing circumstances a final solution is perhaps 
immature, and this paper only a slight step in advance. 

The first thing is to exclude the cases in which ' Magadhan ' 
influence is patent. The cases in which we find Indic dental 
mutes converted into lingual mutes are the most easy to recognize. 
For Indic r converts immediately following dental mutes to lin- 
gual ones invariably in the dialects of the Dhauli and Jaugada 

1 It will be recalled that Indic r was a lingual consonant. 
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recensions of the Fourteen-Edicts, and the Delhi-Sivalik, Delhi- 
Mirat, Allahabad, Radhia, and Mathia versions of the Pillar- 
Edicts. (It chances that we have lacunas in the Rampurva 
redaction of the Pillar-Edicts where we would otherwise find 
correspondents to cases in point, but we can infer with certainty 
that the dialect of Ra. agreed with the other recensions of the 
Pillar-Edicts.) In the dialect of the Girnar version of the Four- 
teen-Edicts Indie r does not lingualize immediately following 
dental mutes, the few apparent exceptions being ' Magadhisms '. 
Thus Sanskrit kria-, Girnar kata-, Dhauli, Delhi-Sivalik, Delhi- 
Mirat, Allahabad, Radhia, and Mathia ka$a- ; Skt. vydprta- , G. 
vydpata-, Dhauli and Delhi-Sivalik viydpata-; Skt. vistrta- , Girnar 
vistata-, Jaugada vUh(a)ta-. From one or two forms it would 
seem as if the dialect of the Kalsl redaction agreed with that of 
the Girnar text ; cf. also my remarks above in the history of rth 
and rdh. But the great bulk of forms agree with the dialects of 
the Dhauli recension, etc.; e. g., kata-, viydpata-, vithata-. So we 
can make use of this text also in showing ' Magadhan ' influence 
in the forms of the Shahbazgarhi and Mansehra recensions. 
Hence we can be positive that the following are due to the influ- 
ence of the 'Magadhan' original: kate, Mans. v. 19 (Dh. K. 
kafe) ; sukata, Mans. v. 20, (K. sukafam, Dh. (suka) {am) ; dukata, 
Mans. v. 20, [du\katam, Shb. v. 1 1 (K. dukataHi, Dh. (d)ukatam) ; 
kata, Mans. v. 21 (Dh. kata, K. [ka^td); bhatamaye%u, Mans. v. 
23, bhatama[ye\$u, Shb. v. 12 (Sanskrit bhrta-, K. bhatamayesu, 
Dh. bhati\maye~\sv); viyapata. Mans. v. 25, Shb. v. 13 (Sanskrit 
vydprtds, K. Dh. viydpata); [usa]tena, Mans. x. n, usate (read 
-end), Shb. x. 22 (J. u(sa~)tena, Dh. usa(te)na ; Skt. utsrlena) ; 
vadhi, Shb. iv. 10 (twice), dhramavadhiy\e\, Shb. v. 12 ; salavadhi, 
Shb. xii. 2 (twice : »[«] once), Mans. xii. 2, Shb. xii. 8, Mans. xii. 
7 (note ' Magadhan ' / for native r) ; atapra^adavadhi, Shb. xii. 9 ; 
atmapa§a4avadhi, Mans, xii. 9 (cf. Dhauli vadhi, iv. 18; dharh- 
mavadhiye, v. 23; Kalsl dhammavadhiyd, v. 15; text wrongly 
dhamma-; salavadhi, xii. 31 [twice]; §dlavadhi, xii. 34; atapa- 
sarhdavadhi, xii. 35 ; observe also dhammavadki at Delhi-Sivalik 
vi. 3, Radhia vi. 15, Mathia vi. 17 [2], as well as dharhmavadhiya 
at Delhi-Sivalik vii. 1 13, 16, 17, 18, 19, vii.' 1). That is to say 
that all cases in which Indie r apparently develops as a and an 
immediately following original dental mute is thereby converted 
to a lingual mute, are ' Magadhisms '. It is quite true that 
Johansson (Shb. i, sections 27a, 47) judges these forms entirely 
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differently, holding them to be phonetic products. As his theory 
concerning the history of Indie rtk, etc., in the dialects of our 
texts is untenable, so is his view in the present matter. Franke, 
Pali und Sanskrit, p. in, was on the right track but did not go 
far enough. He thought that when Pali also had a lingual mute, 
that the lingual mute was also native to the dialects of the Man- 
sehra and Shahbazgarhi texts, but when Pali showed a dental 
mute that the lingual mute in our texts then was a ' Magadhism '. 
This theory would include many of the forms cited above, but it 
should be noticed that in Pali we have doublets occasionally as 
vuddhi and vaddhi (Skt. vrddhi-), vatta-, vafta-, vutta- (Skt. 
vrtta-) exactly as attha- and attha- (Skt. artha-~). As the last 
are certainly due to dialect-mixture (see my exposition above), 
so are the other doublets. I must add that Franke, Pali und 
Sanskrit, p. no, previously saw that the vowel a as the corre- 
spondent to Indie r in Sanskrit krta- was a ' Magadhism ', though 
this is implied only, not stated. I go but a step further in con- 
sidering every a in Shb. and Mans, as the correspondent to 
Indie r to be a ' Magadhism '. For the general proposition that 
' Magadhisms ' are to be found in the vowels of words as well as 
in their consonants, see the Introduction. Accordingly gahathani 1 
at Mans. xii. i may be classed among the obvious ' Magadhisms ' ; 
cf. Kalsl gahathani. A trifle less clear is ananiyam at Shb. vi. 16, 
Mans. vi. 31 : the lingual n, is the sole trace of the native word 
exactly as is the tp of Mans, kayana- (a blend of native kalana- 1 
and 'Magadhan' kayana-: so Franke, Pali und Sanskrit, p. 117, 
footnote 28; Sanskrit kalyana-; cf. Jaugada \_dnd\niyam ([ana] 
by conjecture only), Dhauli d[na~\niyam, Girnar dnamnam, San- 
skrit dnrnyam. (Kalsi \a\naniyaih is probably a mistake for a- ; 
cf. andthesu, etc.) It will be recalled that lingual n is foreign to 
the ' Magadhan ' dialects ; corresponding to Sanskrit n they 
have n. (It may be mentioned in this connection that in the 
dialects of G., Mans., Shb. n in case-endings has been replaced 
by n through analogy ; for the last two see Johansson, Der 
dialekt der sogenannten Shahbazgarhi-redaktion, i, p. 166 (52 of 
the reprint) ; but his ka[lanam~\ has vanished in Buehler's ed. in 
EI. vol. ii ; Girnar kdranarh is only a misprint : see Michelson, 
IF. xxiv, p. 53; on Shb. Tambapamni, Shb., Mans. Tambapam- 
niya see Michelson, 1. c, p. 55 ; -garana at Shb. xii. 3 is a blunder 

1 Observe also ' Magadhan ' th i<yc native st. 

2 On this word see Michelson, IF. xxiv, p. 54. 
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for -garaha according to Buehler ; Shb. aprakaranasi at xii. 3 in 
Buehler's ed. in EI. vol. ii, is only a misprint as is shown by his 
editions of this edict in ZDMG. xliii, p. 159 and EI. i, p. 17 ff.; 
on Shb. pranatika see next part). Gay,anasi at Mansehra 
iii. 1 1 and [ga~\i),anasi at Shahbazgarhi iii. 7 are to be judged the 
same way, cf. Kalsi gananasi. We have not a direct check in 
Sanskrit in this case as Skt. ganana- is simply a Middle-Indie 
word, as has long been recognized. 

Before pointing out less obvious ' Magadhisms ', it is necessary 
to show what the true native correspondents are to Indie r. It 
is convenient first to take up the history after labials. In this 
position r becomes ur; the proof of this is mrugo, Shb. i. 3 (twice) 
as compared with Sanskrit mrgas; mrugaya, Shb. viii. 17 with 
Sanskrit mrgayds; vudhrequ, Mans. v. 23, vudhrana (final rh 
graphically omitted), Mans. iv. 15 contrasted with Skt. vrddha-. 
It should be especially noticed that the dental dh is not lingual- 
ized, exactly as in the case of Mansehra vadhrite and vadhrayi'saii 
( = Skt. vardhitas and vardhayiqyati respectively). The writing 
mrugo, etc. should not be misleading : cf. my remarks in my 
exposition of the history of the Indie sibilants. Pischel consist- 
ently considers pruva-, dhrama-, tnruga-, etc., as representing 
the actual pronunciation ; Buehler inconsistently considers pruva- 
as merely graphical for purva-, dhrama- for dharma-, but mruga- 
as representing the real pronunciation. 1 Doubtless the latter was 
struck by the fact that the position of the r in mrugo is different 
than it is in Mans, and Shb. vagrena (Skt. vargend) and Mansehra 
spagrath (Skt. svarga-). If he wishes to make capital out of this, 
he must explain why Indie r develops differently before guttural 
than dental mutes after a labial, and as he acknowledges that the 
history of Indie r is the same before dental mutes and guttural 
mutes, 2 it is hard to see why he should make a distinction in the 
case of Indie r. Another point may be brought forward in sup- 
port of considering mrugo as merely graphical for murgo is the 
following. Corresponding to Sanskrit vrddhi- we should expect 
*vudhri in accordance with the analogy of vudhrequ and vudhrana 
(Skt. vrddha-). Now at Mans. xii. 2 we have salavru^hi (Skt. 
saravrddhi-). We have seen above that the lingual dh is a 
' Magadhism ' as is also the /for native r. That is to say the native 
form should be *saravrudhi. Now why should we have *vrudhi 

1 See ZDMG. xliii, pp. 134, 282. s See ZDMG. xliii, p. 285. 
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corresponding to Sanskrit vrddhi- but vudhra- corresponding to 
Sanskrit vrddha-t The only satisfactory explanation is that the 
position of the r in both cases is merely graphical, i. e., that 
vudhra- stands for vurdha- and vrudhi for vurdhi. 1 Buehler 
himself previously saw this, and transcribed vrudhi as vurdhi in 
devanagarl letters. 2 But I ask why does he transcribe vrudhi by 
vurdhi and not mrugo by murgo? I must mention that Johansson 
agrees with me regarding the position of r in all cases, though he 
has never — as far as I know — given his reason at length but has 
simply referred to the previous literature on the point at issue. 

Being now assured as to the real history of Indie r in our 
dialects after labials, we will take up some ' Magadhisms ' that 
are not readily to be recognized. Mruige at Mans. i. 3 is peculiar ; 
it is a blend of native mrugo (so the Shahbazgarhi redaction) and 
' Magadhan ' mige (so the Kalsi and Jaugada recension). In the 
Introduction I cited Girnar susrttsa in proof of the proposition 
that ' Magadhan ' influence may be found in the vocalism of medial 
syllables, and above some examples of cases in which ' Magadhan' 
a for Indie r is found. Buehler gives the word as mrige in the 
text but in a footnote acknowledges that the true reading is 
■mruige. He styles the form ' nonsensical ', and so it is ; but it is 
a help in interpreting mrige 3 at Mansehra at i. 3. In this the 
' Magadhan ' vocalism has gone so far as to entirely expunge the 
native u. The same is true regarding mrigaviya, Mans. viii. 34, 
a blend of mrugaya (so Shb. ; Skt. mrgayds) and ' Magadhan ' 
tnigaviya (so the Kalsi redaction ; Skt. mrgavya-) ; note especially 
' Magadhan ' -viy-. Similarly we find native *vurdhi which we 
inferred above from Mansehra vrudhi, altered to vardhi (written 
vadhri) by ' Magadhan ' vadhi : thus dhramavadhriya (cf. Kalsl 
dhammavadhiyd, etc.), Mans. v. 22, vadh[r\i, Mans. iv. 17 and 
vadhra (read vadhri), Mans. iv. 18. The dental dh of these three 
forms are important in supporting the view that the lingual dh of 
vrudhi is a ' Magadhism ', and the position of the r is useful in 
showing that the consonant to which it is attached is only a 
matter of graphic caprice. [ Vadhrana at Mans. viii. 35 is a 
blunder for vudhrana (cf. vudhre§u and vudhrana, above ; and 
Jaugada vu<}hdnam, Dhauli v{u)4hanam, Shahbazgarhi vu\dK\a- 
nani).] If anyone is perplexed that in the Shahbazgarhi redaction 
'Magadhisms' have usurped the place of native dhr, i. e., rdh, 

1 A blend of the athra-, i. e., artha-, type. 

J See ZDMG. xliii, p. 293. 

3 Possibly mige is the true reading ; if so, we have a very patent ' Magadhism.' 



SHAHBAZGARHI AND MANSEHRA REDACTIONS. 425 

without any exception whatsoever, let him remember that in the 
Shb. text we have tt (written t of course) invariably as the product 
of Indie tm 'which is retained 7 times in Mans., and is replaced 
by ' Magadhan ' tt (written t) but once. Yet the invariable tt of 
the Shb. recension must be considered a 'Magadhism' (so too 
Johansson). Moreover, the 'Magadhism' sava- is common in 
Shb. but unknown to Mans. And ' Magadhan ' tth (written tk) 
for native rth (written thr) is found in Shb. almost to the entire 
exclusion of the latter, but never occurs in Mans. Per contra, 
' Magadhan ' pati has completely usurped the place of native 
prati in the Mansehra text, occurring over a dozen times ; but in 
the Shahbazgarhi redaction native prati has held its own fairly 
well. So that it is not proper to say that as lingual dh invariably 
takes the place of dental dh in the combination rdh, it must be 
the form native to Shb. But to return to ' Magadhan ' influence 
in the vocalism of words. Another example is Shb. Vajri in 
the compound Vi§a- Vajri- Yona-Kamboye^u, xiii. 9, and Mans. 
Vaj[ri] in Vi§a- Vaj\ri]- Yona-K . . §«, xiii. 10. As Buehler 
saw, Vajri is for Varji and corresponds to Sanskrit Vrji} The 

1 This is on the assumption that we really have Vajri in both our texts. 
According to Senart, JRAS. 1900, p. 340, Shb. Vajri can quite as easily be 
read vasi (or vaspi, as we should transcribe it) ; the Vajri of Mans., he thinks, 
need not be taken into consideration as Buehler admits the jr is unclear • 
likewise he thinks Kalsl Vaji should be read vasi (or vasi as we should 
transcribe). I fear his zeal to make the other versions agree exactly with 
Girnar Idharajavisayamhi has led him astray. On consulting the drawing in 
ZDMG. xliii, I am convinced that the symbol in question is jri and not si (or 
spi) ; that the Kalsl version may be read vasi, I do not deny : but Vaji has 
nearly as good claims. One advantage for the proposed readings claimed by 
Senart, is that it enables us to strike out Shb. and Mans. Visa as the name of 
a people, and thereby avoid assuming s is for s in the word. But as far as I 
am aware the only alleged proof that « of Visa is for s, is Kalsl Visa ; but the 
s of this word is of no more weight than the s of yesu (Skt. yesu). Another 
point is that even if we should join Shb. and Mans, visavaspi, and Kalsl visa- 
vagi, we could not equate them with Sanskrit visaya- ; for the (apparent) 
change of y to v is specifically ' Magadhan ' (see Johansson, Shb. ii, p. 89), 
and in those dialects it is due to an immediately following ii ; cf. also Pali 
avudha-. It is true that in the Kalsl text the 3rd pi. of the optative ends in 
-evu and -eyu, e. g., vas[e]vu, vii. 21 ; suneyu, sususeyu, both at xii. 33. But 
this is to be interpreted that -yu alone is native to the true dialect, and that 
-evu is a ' Magadhism' : for the principle involved see Franke, Pali und San- 
skrit, p. 109 (similarly regarding the dialect of the Jaugada ' Detached-Edicts '). 

Pali Vajjl with jj is difficult; corresponding to Skt. Vrji- we should rather 
expect Vaji-. It may be that Prakrit Vain is to be connected with Shb. and 
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only point at issue is its vocalism. According to our theory we 
should expect * Vujri, i. e., Vurji. The native form has been 
altered by ' Magadhan ' Vaji (so the Kalsl redaction). As par- 
allels we have mrige and vadhri. Moreover we are very apt to find 
' Magadhisms ' in the names of peoples, countries, etc., examples 
are Tambaparhni, Shb. ii. 4, Amdha-, Mans. xiii. 10, Pitinikanam, 
Shb. v. 12, Pitinikana, Mans. v. 22, Pitinike§u, Shb. xiii. 10, 
Pitini.§u, Mans. xiii. 10 : see Michelson, IF. xxiv, pp. 54, 55. So 
even if we did not have a direct check in Kalsl Vaji, we would 
rightly view Vajri with suspicion. As it is, perhaps Vajri will 
help to convince those who may be sceptical concerning our ex- 
planation of vadhri. Incidentally I remark that Vajri can be 
adduced as an argument to show that mrugo is only graphical for 
murgo. We have seen that the native form of Vajri is * Vujri. 
Now if Buehler allows that Vajri is merely a graphic caprice for 
Varji, he must concede that a * Vujri is for * Vurji. I ask why 
should Indie r develop as ruin mrugo but ur in Vurji? Taking 
vrudhi into consideration I can see no loophole to escape our 
conviction. 

We next come to the correspondents to Sanskrit vydprta-. 
According to the analogy of vudkre§u and vudhrana, we should 
expect *vaputra-, i. e., vapuria-. As a matter of fact, however, 
this never occurs. The following table shows the equivalents 
of Sanskrit vydprta- found in both Mans, and Shb., the figure 
denoting the number of occurrences : 

in Mans. in both in Shb. 

viyapata 1 
viyaparta 1* 

vapata 2 
vaputa 3 viyaputa 1 vapatra (?) 1 

Mans. Vajri ; if so Shb. and Mans Vajri need not correspond to Skt. Vrji- 
at all, but represent Indie Vajri-. But I leave this phase undecided and 
simply try to show how to interpret the accepted equation of Vajri with Skt. 
Vtji. I add that Kalsl Vaji is not a decisive argument one way or the other ; 
graphically it can represent Vajji as well as Vaji (in this case it would corres- 
pond to Skt. Vrji). 

Finally it should be observed that frequently the different recensions of the 
Fourteen-Edicts do not agree absolutely in the wording. For example, in the 
list of peoples in the fifth edict the Kalsl redaction has no correspondents to 
the Ristika- (or Ra-) of the Girnar text, the Rastikanam of the Shb. version, 
the Ratraka- of the Mans, recension, the Lathika- of the Dhauli text; nor one 
to the Pitenikanam of G., Pitinikanam of Shb., Pitinikana of Mans. This 
would excuse the omission of a couple of names in the list of peoples in the 
thirteenth edict of the Girnar redaction. 

In Mans, written viyaprata ; in Shb. viyapatra. 
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That is to say that there are six forms corresponding to San- 
skrit vyaprta-, for it is agreed that the dialects of Shb. and Mans, 
are practically identical. But observe that only once do the 
Shahbazgarhi and Mansehra texts have the same form in the 
corresponding passages as can be seen from the following table : 
Shb. viyapata, v. 13 (Mans, vaputa, v. 25) 
Mans, viyapata, v. 25 (Shb. viyaput\a\, v. 13) 
Shb. viyapatra, v. 13 (Mans, viyaprata, v. 24) 
Mans. viyaprafa, v. 24 (Shb. viyapatra, v. 13) 
Shb. viyaput[a~\, v. 13 (Mans, viyapata, v. 25.) 
Mans, viyaputa, v. 23 (Shb. vapata, v. 1 2) 
Shb. vapafa, v. 12 (Mans, viyaputa, v. 23) 
Shb. vapata, xii. 9 (Mans, vaputa, xii. 8) 
Shb. vapatra (?), v. 12 (Mans, vaputa, v. 22) 
Mans, vaputa, v. 22 (Shb. vapatra} v. 12) 
Mans, vaputa, v. 25 (Shb. viyapata, v. 13) 
Mans, vaputa, xii. 8 (Shb. vapata, xii. 9) 

Only one agreement in six corresponding passages! And six 
different forms totally, four in Mans., five in Shb. ! That these 
are all phonetic (as Johansson assumes) is incredible. Contrast 
with them the invariable correspondents vyapata- in the Girnar 
redaction of the Fourteen-Edicts, viyapata- in the Dhauli and 
Kalsi version of the Fourteen-Edicts as well as the Delhi-Sivalik 
recension of the Pillar-Edicts. Above we have seen that Shb. 
and Mans, viyapata is a ' Magadhism ' of the most patent sort 
(it will be remembered that vowel-quantities are not graphically 
expressed in the alphabet that these texts are written in). In my 
judgment not a single form quoted in the table above entirely 
represents the true native form. The very great divergency be- 
tween Shb. and Mans, distinctly favor such a view: for the 
principle involved see Franke, Pali und Sanskrit, p. 109, footnote 2. 
First of all I remark that the initial viy- is certainly a ' Magad- 
hism '. According to Johansson Shb. i, p. 152 (38 of the reprint), 
viy- and v- (from vy-) represent inherited doublets. This is 
highly improbable for the reason that Mans, and Shb. are not in 
substantial concord in the usage of viy-. The Girnar dialect has 
only vy-, and the ' Magadhan ' dialect only viy- ; why should the 
dialects of Mans, and Shb. alone preserve the doublets ? The 
fact that Shb. has gerundives in iava- and taviya- (Skt. tavyd.-} is 
of no avail in this connection; for the gerunds in taviya- are 
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' Magadhisms ' as Franke has correctly recognized ; see also Mich- 
elson, IF. xxiii, pp. 265, 266. Secondly, a from Indie r is a 
' Magadhism ' as I have shown above, and likewise the lingual t 
is open to the same suspicion. Now as Shb. atha- stands for 
native athra- (i. e. artka-j, vad^hita- for native vadhrita- (i. e. 
vardkita-) , Mans, kiti for native *kitri (i. e. *kirtt), so Mans. 
vaputa stands for native *vaputra (i. e. *vapurta) as we inferred 
from vudhre§u and vudhrana. Shb. viyapafra is a blend of the 
athra- and kitri type ; similarly Shb. vapatra, if this reading be 
accepted. Mans, viyaprata is to be compared with Mans, kra- 
taviye (i. e. kart-) and vrudki (i. e. vurdhi) for the position of the r. 
The character of the blend is the same ; the only difference is the 
manner of graphical expression. To sum up, none of the forms 
actually found in Mans, and Shb. corresponding to Sanskrit 
vyaprta-, represents the true vernacular word, but all show more 
or less ' Magadhan ' influence in consonants or vowels ; or both 
(yiyapatd). 

Now although we never find the native word corresponding to 
Sanskrit vyaprta-, yet the fact that all the forms show 'Magadhan' 
t in a total of 12 occurrences, is not without value in so far as it 
shows that we should be more surprised if other isolated words 
were to show true native forms, instead of ' Magadhisms ' which, 
as a matter of fact, are found to the exclusion of native forms. 
Even Franke excludes mute at Shb. xiii. 1 (note especially also 
' Magadhan ' final e for native o) and mut[o~] at Shb. xiii. 6 : cf. 
Kalsi mate in the corresponding passages in contrast with Pali 
mato. Muto is on an exact par with vaputa, i. e., it stands for 
*mutro (that is *murtd). It is but a step further to include the 
following, and this is not bold as ' Magadhisms ' other than the 
lingual t are to be observed in all of them : nivutaspi, Shb. ix. 19, 
nivutasi, Mans. ix. 6 (' Magadhan ' -v- for -vr-, i. e. -rv-, in both, 
and -asi for -aspi in the latter ; Sanskrit nirvrtta-), nivutiya, Shb. 
ix. 19, mvu[t]iyd, Mans. ix. 6 (-v- for -vr-, i. e., -rv-; Sanskrit 
nirvrtti-). The analogy of these show that dkramavutani (Skt. 
vrtta-) at Shb. xiii. 10 should also be included. It should be 
noted that contrary to the opinion of Johansson, dhrammavutarh 
at Shb. x. 21 does not correspond to Sanskrit vrtta-. This is 
shown by the Girnar correspondent dkarhmavutarh which in that 
case would necessarily appear as *-vatam ; for Indie r develops 
regularly as a even after labials in this dialect ; e. g., mago (Skt. 
mrgas), vyapata- (Skt. vyaprta-). Our vutam is merely graphical 
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for vuttarh which is the counterpart of Sanskrit uktatn, ' word '. 
Translated into Sanskrit the expression would be dharmoktam. 
The Kalsl correspondent dhammavatam is merely graphical for 
-vattam (cf. Pali vattam), and is the equivalent of Sanskrit vrtta-. 
The Kalsl expression \dhain\ mavutam at xiii. 11 is the exact cor- 
respondent to Mansehra dhramavutam at xiii. 11 which is the 
true native form of Shb. dhrammavutam ; see the Introduction. 
For the etymology given above cf. Buehler, ZDMG. xl, p. 138. 
Buehler in ZDMG. xliii, p. 175 considers Kalsl [dhain\mavutam 
at xiii. 1 1 as the equivalent of Skt. dharmavrttam ; but this is not 
at all probable in view of Kalsl dhammavatam and Girnar dham- 
mavutam. Shb. dhramavutam with lingual t no doubt represents 
Skt. dharmavrttam ; we have a slight difference in the wording 
of this redaction. 

Before considering the history of r when not immediately pre- 
ceded by labials, we must examine Mansehra dhramaparipucha 
and Shahbazgarhi dhramapa\rt\pucha, both in the eighth edict. 
Of course the Sanskrit equivalent is dharmapariprccha. The 
question is solely, does the u represent phonetically Indie r? 
An isolated case is indecisive ; see above. As is shown by the 
Kalsl correspondent dhamapalipucha, the u might easily be a 
' Magadhism ' : the r is the only trace of the native word as is the 
case with Girnar sdravadhi 1 (3 times in the 12th edict; per contra 
note the true native vadhl in the 4th edict) = Sanskrit sdravrddht-; 
Mansehra mrige, Mansehra and Shahbazgarhi viyapata, and (as 
I shall show below) Shahbazgarhi pranaiika (Mans, panatika) 
are parallels ; the same principle is involved in Shb. spagam (for 
spagram) and Mans, kayaqa- (for kalana-). I add that the m of 
Kalsl dhama- is merely graphical for mm ; the same combination 
can also be spelt mm : see Buehler, Epigraphia Indica, ii, p. 91. 
On Shb. punam, etc., see my forth-coming paper, ' The Etymol- 
ogy of Sanskrit putiva-'. 

Truman Michelson. 

The Harvard Club, New York Citv. 

1 An error : final -l is also a trace. November. 



